To date, however, the due process-based analysis of class actions has produced doctrinal confusion about the scope of the right to opt out and inconsistent rulings from lower courts. 5 Additionally, this analysis ignores important constitutional interests implicated by existing law.
A solution lies in the First Amendment.' Supreme Court jurisprudence makes it impossible to ignore both a legitimate basis for, and challenge to, the class action device derived from the freedoms of expression and association. Grounding the class action device on First Amendment jurisprudence would strengthen it by providing a surer doctrinal foundation. 7 However, the implication of a First Amendment basis for class actions is a corresponding right to opt out. By requiring participation of absent class members in litigation, a constitutionally protected form of expression and association, mandatory class actions are inconsistent with established First Amendment doctrine. This Comment argues that because the rights of expression and association include both the right to act and the right to refrain, mandatory participation in a class action constitutes compelled expression and association in violation of the First Amendment.
Section I explains the prevailing due process-based treatment of the right to opt out. It finds the current state of the law confused and the scope of the opt-out right undefined. Section II argues that the freedoms of expression and association provide an alternative constitutional foundation for the right to opt out and that First Amendment jurisprudence conflicts with the very nature of mandatory class actions. Section III sets out the First Amendment interests implicated by mandatory class actions and draws three conclusions: first, that restrictions on the right to opt out are not content neutral as applied; second, that state interests do not preclude judicial review of the statutorily created class action device; and third, that individual interests in opting out vary depending on the goals of the class action. It then divides the First Amendment-based right to opt out into two categories, political and commercial, defined by the goals of the suit.
See note 36. 6 "Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of grievances." US Const, Amend I.
' See John Leubsdorf, Constitutional Civil Procedure, 63 Tex L Rev 579, 579-80, 616-20 (1984) (suggestingrthat the freedom to associate and bring grievances to the courts provides a superior constitutional basis for class actions than does due process).
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The Right Not to Sue Section IV analyzes the First Amendment interests at stake in these cases and argues for the application of strict scrutiny to "political" class actions and intermediate scrutiny to "commercial" class actions. This Section then proposes a more narrowly drawn alternative to existing practice for each category.
The Comment concludes that the application of First Amendment jurisprudence to the opt-out problem has two results. First, it requires courts to recognize a heretofore unrecognized right to opt out of political mandatory class actions. Second, it bolsters an existing due process-based analysis by finding an opt-out right in commercial mandatory class actions when the suit no longer pursues the original goals or legal remedies for which the class was certified.
I. THE STATE OF THE LAW: UNDERSTANDING THE DUE PROCESS MESS
The current due process paradigm courts use to examine the opt-out right fails to account for all of the competing interests at stake. As a result, the scope of the right to opt out is unclear, and lower court decisions reflect this confusion.' Indeed, the Supreme Court has addressed the scope of the opt-out right only once, this in a limited holding that did little to clarify, and in fact further confused, the situation. ' Class actions, and the prerequisites for certification, are defined by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23. The rule divides class actions into categories based on Rule 23's three subdivisions. 1 " By the Rule's express provisions, only subdivision (b) (3) See, for example, notes 19, 24-26. 9 See Phillips Petroleum Co. v Shutts, 472 US 797 (1985) . See also text accompanying notes 27-36.
"o Rule 23, entitled "Class Actions," was rewritten in 1966 to require four prerequisites to all class actions: the so-called "numerosity," "commonality," "typicality," and "adequacy of representation" requirements. In addition, a class action must also meet the requirements of one of Rule 23(b)'s three subparts; that is, it must satisfy the standards of either Rule 23(b) (1) , which requires that, in the absence of a class action, separate actions would (A) establish incompatible standards of conduct for the party opposing the class, or (B) practically prejudice the interests of class members not made parties; or Rule 23(b)(2), which requires that injunctive or declaratory relief would be appropriate with respect to the class as a whole; or Rule 23(b)(3), which requires that common questions predominate the dispute and that the class action is superior to other available methods for the fair and efficient adjudication of the controversy. In class actions maintained under Rule 23(b)(3), Rule 23(c)(2) requires that class members be given notice and the right to opt out. See note 11. Rule 23(c)(3), which governs class actions maintained under Rule 23(b) (1) requires that absent class members receive notice of a suit and an opportunity to return a "request for exclusion," or opt-out, form. 1 Thus, subdivision (b)(3) class actions may be termed "permissive." By contrast, Rule 23 contains no provisions for notice or opting out in class actions maintained under subdivisions (b) (1) and (b)(2); 2 as such, these actions may be termed "mandatory."
Rule 23 directs courts to determine "as soon as practicable" whether class certification is appropriate. 13 Although an evidentiary hearing on the issue of certification is not required, a denial of class action certification should not ordinarily be made without giving the plaintiffs an evidentiary opportunity, if requested.' Courts have wide discretion in certifying class actions. However, where suits meet the requirements of both mandatory and permissive class actions, courts usually favor certification as mandatory.
15
Proponents asserting the statutory existence of mandatory class certification claim support from the "absence of express notice or opt-out provisions" in Rule 23, and from the "implicit preference for unitary adjudication that underlies subdivisions (b) (1) and (b)(2)." 1 6 Considerations of judicial consistency, efficiency, leverage for settlements, and access for small claims encourage plaintiffs to seek mandatory certification. 7 Defendants may also benefit from the convenience and efficiency of having all claims against them resolved in unitary proceedings and from " "In any class action maintained under subdivision (b)(3), the court shall direct to the members of the class the best notice practicable under the circumstances, including individual notice to all members who can be identified through reasonable effort. The notice shall advise each member that (A) the court will exclude the member from the class if the member so requests by a specified date; (B) the judgment, whether favorable or not, will include all members who do not request exclusion... ." FRCP 23(c)(2).
12 "The judgment in an action maintained as a class action under subdivision (b)(1) or (b)(2), whether or not favorable to the class, shall include and describe those whom the court finds to be members of the class." FRCP 23(c)(3).
" FRCP 23(c) (1) . A request for certification is made on motion from a party, often a plaintiff. Id at 39.
[63:239
The Right Not to Sue reduced exposure to multiple liabilities, particularly for punitive damages. 8 Nevertheless, policy considerations such as distributional fairness, convenience, and efficiency do not insulate Rule 23 from constitutional scrutiny. 9 Mandatory class actions are an exception to the historical "principle of general application in AngloAmerican jurisprudence that one is not bound by a judgment in personam in a litigation in which he is not designated as a party or to which he had not been made a party by service of process."" Moreover, before a general revision of equity rules in 1912, even a judgment in a class action could not bind absent class members. 2 ' In 1976, the Supreme Court established a balancing test for due process claims in which a party asserted deprivation of a property interest without a judicial hearing. 22 The Court's balancing test seems to confirm the historical rule that absent class members could not be bound by judgments except for purely injunctive or declaratory relief. 23 As courts have adjudicated cases concerning the right to opt out of mandatory class actions, considerations of individual due process have collided with policies favoring the device. The predictable result has been confusion in the lower courts. For example, before 1985, there was a clear split of authority concerning the scope of the opt-out right. On one side, a majority of the appellate circuits held that there was no constitutional infirmity in the lack of an opt-out provision for classes certified under Rule and Eleventh Circuits, acknowledged that where a monetary aspect of injunctive relief exists, the interests of individual class members are likely to diverge. 25 In such "hybrid" suits (seeking both injunctive and monetary relief), these courts bifurcated the proceedings for plaintiffs, creating a (b)(2) class for the injunctive relief and a (b)(3) class for the monetary relief. But the fact that both sides to this disagreement justified their conclusions under a due process analysis 26 shows the inherent indeterminacy and inadequacy of the Due Process Clause as a tool for balancing class and individual interests. This suggests that due process may be too manipulable a framework to provide a solid analytical foundation for approaching either class actions or the right to opt out.
23(b)(2).' By
The Supreme Court's use of the due process framework has further confused the debate. In Phillips Petroleum Co. v Shutts, the Supreme Court considered a complex case where some twenty-eight thousand royalty owners possessed rights to leases from which Phillips produced natural gas.
2 ' The class of owners, which included residents of all fifty states, Washington D.C., and several foreign countries, filed suit in Kansas state court to recover interest on delayed royalty payments owed to them by Phillips. 2 8 The Court addressed whether a forum state could bind absent plaintiffs in a class action asserting claims "wholly or predominantly for money judgments." 2 9 This was, and remains, notify [(b)(2)] class members of the right to opt out of the class is not a violation of due process."); Bauman v United States District Court, 557 F2d 650, 659-60 (9th Cir 1977) (noting absence of Supreme Court authority and circuit split on issue).
' See, for example, Holmes v Continental Can Co., 706 F2d 1144 , 1160 (11th Cir 1983 (holding that district court abused its discretion in refusing to provide opt-out procedure in (b)(2) class action); Johnson v General Motors Corp, 598 F2d 432, 437 (5th Cir 1979) (holding that where absent class member received no notice of (b)(2) action, judgment in class action suit did not preclude subsequent suit for monetary damages). Compare Scott v City of Anniston, 682 F2d 1353 , 1358 (11th Cir 1982 ), quoting Wetzel v Liberty Mutual Insurance Co., 508 F2d 239, 251 (3d Cir 1975 (2) class action seeking equitable and monetary relief, suit needed not be reclassified under (b)(3) after equitable issues dropped out of case, so long as "cohesive characteristics of the class" were still intact). In such "hybrid" suits, these courts felt, subsection (b)(2)'s underlying assumption-a homogenous class without conflicting interests among class members-may not be valid. See, for example, id at 256.
" Compare Laskey, 638 F2d at 956-57 ( F]ailure to notify [(b)(2)] class members of the right to opt out of the class is not a violation of due process."), with Johnson, 598 F2d at 438 ("Before an absent class member may be forever barred from pursuing an individual damage claim... due process requires that he receive some form of notice that the class action is pending and that his damage claims may be adjudicated as part of it.").
472 US 797, 800-02 (1985) . Id at 799. Id at 802, 811 n 3.
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[63:239 the only time that the Court has addressed the constitutionality of mandatory class actions. The Shutts Court held that minimum due process requires that absent plaintiffs receive notice and an opportunity to opt out, even if a court certifies the class as mandatory. 3 ' The Court specifically limited its holding to claims "wholly or predominantly for money judgments" and expressly stated no opinion as to "other types of class actions." 3 ' Nevertheless, by characterizing the opt-out right as a "minimal procedural due process " " requirement, the Court's decision appears at odds with Rule 23's mandatory class action device. 33 Because the rationale behind the Court's money damages-based distinction remains unclear, Shutts may have raised more questions than it answered.' Some commentators have questioned whether mandatory class actions survive the decision at all. 35 At the very least, Shutts left uncertain the scope of the opt-out right it recognized. For example, it failed to address whether absent class members must be given an opportunity to opt out of a class action seeking injunctive relief with a monetary component, such as back pay. The post-Shutts void is especially troublesome when seen against a statutory and doctrinal background that equally fails to define precisely the boundaries of the opt-out right." 5 In short, Shutts took a confused area of the law and did little with it. However, the doctrinal void may be more attributable to the lack of rigor inherent in the due process framework than to the Court's intentionally narrow holding. Nevertheless, Shutts at 100 FRD 373, 377 (N D Ill 1983) (holding due process rights of class members best protected by permitting opt out of (b)(2) class); DeGier, 76 FRD at 127 (holding that equal protection and due process require the right to opt out of Rule 23(b)(2) classes because there is "no logical distinction between denial of access to a trial court and mandatory inclusion in a class action before a trial court"). least focused the continuing debate, as commentators and courts alike have since considered the opt-out question solely within the due process framework. The decision's inability to forge a consensus on whether the Due Process Clause requires a right to opt out of (b)(2) class actions evinces continuing confusion in this area." This is because the assumption, often offered to justify the lack of an opt-out right, that (b)(2) class actions seeking solely injunctive relief are sufficiently cohesive to require mandatory participation may prove invalid in certain situations. For example, where a class action seeks equitable relief in pursuit of political or ideological goals, class cohesion cannot be presumed. The continuing confusion in the lower courts further demonstrates the inadequacy of the due process framework as a solution to this problem. Thus, the important, unanswered question remains: What is the scope of the right to opt out in class actions not covered by Shutts-that is, those not "wholly or predominantly" for money damages? 3 "
Moreover, this issue is ripe for adjudication. A recent case suggests that the Supreme Court is prepared to consider whether absent class members have a constitutional due process right to opt out of mandatory class actions asserting monetary claims on their behalf. 39 Also, many commentators and courts have openly questioned when a mandatory class action is consistent with the Constitution without an associated right to opt out. 4 S Ct 1359 S Ct , 1361 S Ct (1994 (reviewing "whether a federal court may refuse to enforce a prior federal class action judgment, properly certified under Rule 23, on grounds that absent class members have a constitutional due process right to opt out of any class action which asserts monetary claims on their behalf"). Three Justices dissented from dismissal of certiorari, arguing that, notwithstanding that the class may not have been properly certified as a (b)(2) action, the substantive issue of the opt-out right had been joined and was ripe for resolution. alter the court's authority under common law, it may not encroach upon constitutionally protected rights.'
Citing the Rules Enabling Act, the court noted that procedural rules "shall not abridge, enlarge or modify any substantive right."' The idea that class actions inherently provide an exception to established First Amendment jurisprudence was rejected. 46 
A. First Amendment Predicates of the Right to Opt Out
The right to opt out of class actions is a necessary corollary of three First Amendment rights already recognized by the Supreme Court, specifically the rights of individuals to associate in groups, to engage in litigation as expression, and to refrain from expression and association. 47 In combination, these rights form the basis of a First Amendment right to opt out of class actions.
An independent right to engage in association for the advancement of beliefs and ideas was first explicitly recognized in 1958. In NAACP v Patterson, the Supreme Court held that this right was derived from First Amendment guarantees of speech, press, assembly, and petition.' The opinion implicitly bifurcated the right of association into individual and collective components, 4 " and the Court explicitly recognized this separation in Roberts v United States Jaycees. 0 The individual component protects intimate human relationships as an essential element of fundamental personal liberty. 5 The collective component protects association for the purpose of engaging in those activities Five years after it decided Patterson, the Court held in NAACP v Button that certain NAACP activities-essentially, the solicitation of litigation-were "modes of expression and association" constitutionally protected by the First and Fourteenth Amendments. 3 The Court held that vigorous advocacy of lawful ends is protected by the First Amendment, and recognized that, in the context of NAACP objectives, litigation is a form of political expression. Thus, Button established that where litigation is a vehicle for political expression, it is entitled to the full constitutional protection afforded by the First Amendment. 5 Where litigation is defined as a form of protected expression, association in pursuit of litigation must be similarly protected." Indeed, in United Transportation Union v State Bar, the Court " Id (holding that association in pursuit of speech, assembly, and petition for the redress of grievances is protected).
371 US 415, 428-29 (1963) . See also In re Primus, 436 US 412, 431 (1978) (characterizing ACLU participation in litigation as a "vehicle for effective political expression and association, as well as a means of communicating useful information to the public").
Button, 371 US at 428-29. See also Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen v Virginia, 377 US 1, 5-6 (1964) (holding that First Amendment rights of free speech, petition, and assembly give railroad workers the right to gather together to assist each other in asserting their rights under federal statutes).
Button, 371 US at 429-30. See also In re Primus, 436 US at 428, quoting Button, 371 US at 429, 431 ("For the ACLU, as for the NAACP, 'litigation is... a form of political expression' and 'political association.'"); Rizzo v Dawson, 778 F2d 527, 531-32 (9th Cir 1985) (assisting another person in litigation is a form of expression and association protected by the First Amendment); Professional Real Estate Investors, Inc. v Columbia Pictures Indus., Inc., 113 S Ct 1920 , 1923 (1993 (stating that under Noerr-Pennington doctrine, participation in judicial and administrative proceedings is protected by the First Amendment unless it is "objectively baseless"). confirmed that collective activity undertaken to obtain "meaningful access" to the courts was a fundamental right under the First Amendment-the Court called this the "basic right to group legal action." 58 Agreeing that freedom of expression and association may include litigation, Justice Harlan's dissent (on other grounds) in Button succinctly stated the majority's position:
Freedom of expression embraces more than the right of an individual to speak his mind. It includes also his right to advocate and his right to join with his fellows in an effort to make that advocacy effective. And just as it includes the right jointly to petition the legislature for redress of grievances, so it must include the right to join together for purposes of obtaining judicial redress. 59 Indeed, "[a]n individual's freedom to speak.., and to petition the government for the redress of grievances could not be vigorously protected from interference by the State unless a correlative freedom to engage in group effort toward those ends were not also guaranteed.""
The Court has also ruled more recently that litigation in support of civil liberties is constitutionally protected political expression and association. 6 In so doing, the Court stated:
Button recognized that certain forms of cooperative, organizational activity, including litigation, are part of the freedom to engage in association for the advancement of beliefs and ideas, and that this freedom is an implicit guarantee of the First Amendment. While the First Amendment protects free expression and association, it also protects the choice to refrain from either activity. The First Amendment protects both the right to speak freely and the right to remain silent. 6 " In essence, the right to speak and the right to refrain from speaking are "complementary components" of the broader First Amendment concept of "individual freedom of mind."" Similarly, freedom of association "plainly presupposes a freedom not to associate."" Thus, given that there is a constitutional right to associate for the purpose of pursuing litigation, a complementary right to remove oneself from such an association must also exist.
B. Mandatory Class Actions Compel Expression and Association in Violation of the First Amendment
Since an individual has a right of "nonassociation," it follows that compelled association must violate that right. Individuals cannot be forced to associate with or to support, financially or otherwise, expressive activities with which they disagree. 66 In her concurrence in Roberts, Justice O'Connor acknowledged that Riley v National Federation of the Blind, 487 US 781, 796-97 (1988) an "association's right to define its membership derives from the recognition that the formation of an expressive association is the creation of a voice, and the selection of members is the definition of that voice." 7 In litigation, mandatory participation constitutes tangible, measurable, compelled support of the suit's goals and ideas-that is, of its "voice."
To illustrate the assertion that membership alone constitutes support of a class action's goals and ideas, consider that the Supreme Court has understood a cause of action as a property interest. 6 8 Since a cause of action represents a property right, then, membership in a class action constitutes a contribution in support of the suit. Use of an absent class member's claim by the class representative is akin to a "taking"-or forced contribution--of the absent class member's property interest.
This point is most clear in a large class action involving only small individual claims. Without aggregation of claims, the interests at stake for the named plaintiffs may be insufficient (from an individual, cost-benefit standpoint) to justify the expense of litigation. However, once those plaintiffs organize a numerous class, the aggregation of interests increases the stakes to a level sufficient to attract, and justify the expense of, legal representation. Such representation is only possible because of the large number of claimants. Certifying the suit as a mandatory class action empowers class members by compelling the aggregation of interests. 6 9 Without the "contribution" of the unnamed class members' property interests-that is, their claims-to the litigation, representation might not prove cost effective or even possible. 7 " Mandatory class membership thus increases the resources 468 US at 633 (O'Connor concurring).
"
Indeed, the Shutts Court specifically recognized an absent class member's claim for damages as a property interest. 472 US at 807 (recognizing an absent class member's damages claim as "a constitutionally recognized property interest possessed by each of the plaintiffs" in the class). See also Tulsa Professional Collection Services, Inc. v Pope, 485 US 478, 485 (1988) This situation is analogous to the one in which an organization with mandatory membership requires contributions from its members. 7 ' In Abood v Detroit Board of Education, a group of teachers sought relief from an "agency shop" provision of a collective bargaining agreement that required them to pay dues, even if they were not union members. 72 State law authorizing union representation of local government employees permitted an arrangement requiring all employees, even if not union members, to be represented by a union, and to pay union dues as a condition of employment. 7 3 The Court held that the First Amendment prohibited the unions from conditioning employment on mandatory dues, any portion of which would be used to support political or ideological causes--either through direct expression or support of political candidates-with which employees disagreed. 74 The Court held that mandatory dues were permissible, but only if they were used to finance activities related to collective bargaining. 7 " When the teachers' union departed from that goal, it ceased to act in furtherance of the "cause" that brought about its formation. Thus, while the union was permitted some leeway in furthering the common goal of collective bargaining, individuals' First Amendment interests in expression and association prevented compelled financial support of the union's political or ideological activities. 7 "
In Abood, the Court stated that its previous decisions "establish [ed] teachers challenging agency-shop arrangements like those in Abood might oppose not just the union's ideological views and political activities, but also the very idea of public-sector unions. Thus, as Justice Powell recognized in his concurring opinion, mandatory affiliation with the union through the medium of a compelled contribution infringes First Amendment rights "to the same degree as compelling them to contribute to a political party.
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Similarly, in Keller v State Bar, attorneys challenged the constitutionality of an integrated state bar association's use of compulsory dues to finance political and ideological activities with which the attorneys disagreed. 7 9 The Court held that the use of dissenters' compulsory dues to finance such activities violated constitutionally protected rights of free speech and association when such expenditures were not "necessarily or reasonably incurred for the purpose of regulating the legal profession or 'improving the quality of the legal service."' 8 0 The Court noted that while it is appropriate that lawyers who benefit from their bar membership pay their share of the profession's collective expenses, a state bar association may not use mandatory dues to fund "activities of an ideological inature," such as promoting nuclear-freeze initiatives or gun-control measures. 8 "
In both Abood and Keller, the Supreme Court acknowledged the difficulty associated with drawing lines between "political and ideological" activities unrelated to an organization's primary mission and those activities for which contributions may be constitutionally compelled. 2 Such admissions, however, do not undermine the Court's conclusion that coerced contributions to political or ideological activities violate First Amendment rights. Indeed, the Keller Court specifically rejected the idea that such line drawing represented an "extraordinary burden," noting that Hibernians v Dinkins, 814 F Supp 358, 363-64 (S D NY 1993) , citing Roberts, 468 US 609 ("The right of association contemplates not merely the nature of the association, but the message conveyed or the ideas expressed by way of that association.").
'9 496 US 1, 4 (1990) . 8 Id at 14, quoting Lathrop v Donohue, 367 US 820, 843 (1961) (plurality opinion). 8 ' Keller, 496 US at 12, 14, 16. 82 Abood, 431 US at 236 ("There will, of course, be difficult problems in drawing lines between collective-bargaining activities, for which contributions may be compelled, and ideological activities unrelated to collective bargaining, for which such compulsion is prohibited."); Keller, 496 US at 15 ("Precisely where the line falls between [activities related to regulation of the legal profession] ... and those activities having political or ideological coloration... will not always be easy to discern.").
unions had operated successfully under Abood for over ten years.
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The Court's consideration of mandatory, legislative limits on political campaign contributions in Buckley v Valeo also sheds light on the First Amendment problems associated with mandatory class actions.' Because the act of contributing to a political campaign "enables like-minded persons to pool their resources in furtherance of common political goals," the Court found that contribution limitations involve "fundamental First Amendment interests." 85 Although the Court ultimately permitted contribution limitations, its analysis supports the Abood-Keller ban on forced contributions because the essence of the right to associate was implicated in the act of contributing itself. 86 Thus, the contribution restriction was permissible because it did not prevent a contributor from affiliating with a candidate; instead, it only limited the amount a contributor could spend to further that affiliation. Since the "symbolic expression of support" was the contribution itself, regardless of its size, limitations had no "dramatic, adverse effect on.. . political associations." 8 In the eyes of the Buckley Court, then, the inescapable conclusion was that a contribution of any size served to affiliate contributor with recipient. Thus, it follows logically that because such affiliation cannot be precluded consistent with the First Amendment, neither can it be compelled.
The idea that forced contributions constitute coerced expressive association is not new. Thomas Jefferson agreed that "to compel a man to furnish contributions of money for the propagation of opinions which he disbelieves, is sinful and tyrannical." 9 And, after Abood and Keller, it is clear that a mandatory contribution to an entity whose goals are political or ideological is coercive and prohibited by the First Amendment." Indeed, after Keller, 496 US at 16-17. 424 US 1, 23 (1976 
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Abood, it appears that any compelled payment, regardless of whether membership is compelled, infringes the right of expressive nonassociation. 91 Like the forced contributions in Abood and Keller, mandatory participation in a class action constitutes compelled support of the suit's goals and ideas through coerced payment of a type of "contribution." Indeed, one of the goals of class actions is to aggregate individual interests to empower class members. 9 2 This empowerment explosion appears in the fact that a very high proportion of the class actions filed are plaintiffs' civil rights actions. 93 Quite simply, the group empowerment associated with the class action device has come at the expense of constitutionally protected individual liberty. Mandatory class participation, and its inherent "contribution," unavoidably implicate constitutionally protected expression, because compelled membership serves to associate the class member with the ideas and goals of the class action. Regardless of a class member's ability to otherwise disassociate herself from the purposes of the litigation, compelled membership implicates and infringes the expressive and associational rights protected by the First Amendment. Burns, 427 US 347, 355 (1976) (holding that an assessment on a patronage employee's salary is "tantamount to coerced belief").
ing a political message is protected by the First Amendment."). See also Elrod v
1 Compare Abood, 431 US at 217 n 10 (finding it not relevant that the agency-shop agreement, unlike the union-shop agreement, required only the payment of dues and not formal membership), with Lathrop, 367 US at 843-47 (finding infringement of associational rights slight because membership in integrated bar association was limited to compulsory payment of dues). Note also that the size of a coerced contribution is irrelevant to its constitutionality. See Chicago Teachers Union v Hudson, 475 US 292, 305-06 (1986) See Pacific Gas, 475 US at 15-16 (holding that the choice between being forced either to appear to agree with another's views or to affirmatively disavow those views is the "kind of forced response [that] is antithetical to the free discussion that the First Amendment seeks to foster").
III. CONSTITUTIONAL INTERESTS IMPLICATED BY A FIRST
AMENDMENT RIGHT TO OPT OUT Section II outlined the expressive and associational interests at stake when membership in a class action is mandatory. It also demonstrated the applicability of the First Amendment to mandatory class actions and the constitutional liberties they implicate. 95 Regulations that impinge on First Amendment rights always receive "exacting judicial review."" Like the right to speak itself, however, the right to opt out expounded in Section II cannot be absolute. 9 7 Speech may be regulated where its unfettered use proves incompatible with fair litigation. Thus, before accepting a First Amendment right to opt out of class actions, one must determine its limits.
Having established that mandatory class actions implicate First Amendment rights, one must locate them within the jurisprudence defining those rights. The key question is by what standard should the constitutionality of mandatory class actions be judged. This question hinges on three First Amendment interests. First, one must ask whether compelled membership affects the content of expression. The Supreme Court is far more deferential to "content-neutral" regulations of expression than to regulations that seek to restrict expression because of the message it conveys. 9 Second, one must consider the weight of the state's interest in regulating expression. The Court is more deferential to state interests it considers "compelling" than to those that are merely "substantial.""' Third, one must take into account the nature of the expression the state seeks to regulate. Expression or association that is political in nature receives the highest level of First Amendment protection, whereas the Court is more defer-" See Clark v Community for Creative Non-Violence, 468 US 288, 293 n 5 (1984) ("Although it is common to place the burden upon the Government to justify impingements on First Amendment interests, it is the obligation of the person desiring to engage in assertedly expressive conduct to demonstrate that the First Amendment even applies.").
Citizens Against Rent Control v City of Berkeley, 454 US 290, 294 (1981) . ential to state regulation of "low-value" expression, such as commercial speech. 1 "' A. Mandatory Class Actions: Not Content Neutral As Applied At first glance, mandatory class actions appear to be content neutral." 0 2 Classes are certified according to the dictates of Rule 23 regardless of the subject of the suit. But, as applied, mandatory membership in a class action is not content neutral. 0 3 Thus, absent narrowly drawn regulations serving compelling state interests,'° infringements of First Amendment rights must fall.
The essence of the First Amendment right at issue in the mandatory class action context is freedom from compelled expression and association. In Riley v National Federation of the Blind, Inc., the Court considered a state law requiring professional fundraisers to disclose to potential donors, before a solicitation, the percentage of contributions actually distributed to charity (as compared with the percentage used for other expenses, such as administrative costs and salaries) in the previous year.' 5 The Court recognized such disclosures as compelled expression and held that " [m] andating speech that a speaker would not otherwise make necessarily alters the content of the speech."' The Court held, therefore, that the state regulation was content based, and, as such, subject to "exacting First Amendment scrutiny. " '°7 101 See, for example, Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp v Public Service Commission of New York, 447 US 557, 562-66 (1980) ("The Constitution [ I accords a lesser protection to commercial speech than to other constitutionally guaranteed expression."); Mills v Alabama, 384 US 214, 218 (1966) ("[T] here is practically universal agreement that a major purpose of the First Amendment was to protect the free discussion of governmental affairs."); Buckley, 424 US at 14-15 (holding that freedom of expression "has its fullest and most urgent application precisely to the conduct of campaigns for political office"). '0 See text accompanying note 99. " Where a limitation on speech is not "facially invalid" (that is, unconstitutional on its face regardless of its effects in a particular situation), courts analyze the actual effects of the limitation "as applied." See, for example, Poulos v New Hampshire, 345 US 395, 403-08 (1953) ' Association, 460 US 37, 45 (1983) (The strict scrutiny standard applied to content based regulations is that the restriction must be "necessary to serve a compelling state interest and... narrowly drawn to achieve that end."). Like the right to be free from compelled expression, the right to be free from compelled association, while not absolute, is entitled to a high degree of protection. In Roberts, the all-male Jaycees challenged a state statute forbidding discrimination on the basis of sex.' The Court found that the right implicated by Jaycee membership fell under the second category of freedom of association, the right of expressive association. 0 9 As such, the Court held that only "compelling state interests" could justify infringements that could not be achieved by "means significantly less restrictive of associational freedoms."" 0
It is important to note that some forms of communication are only possible because of financial contributions."' A forced contribution to a lawsuit can enhance the quantity and quality of expression by increasing the resources available for litigation." This permits lawyers to hire more personnel, to consider more issues, and to research those issues in greater depth."' Since restricting "the amount of money a person or a group can spend on political communication" is constitutionally impermissible,"" compelling membership in a class action must also impair First Amendment rights. This is because mandatory class actions require de facto contributions from absent members for expression those members may not support, and as the Court has explained, such compelled speech necessarily changes the meaning (content) of the speech. For these reasons, the compelled expression and literature that does not contain the name and address of the person or organization distributing the literature, "even though [it] association inherent in mandatory class actions alter the content of the litigation and are thus justified only where compelling state interests are served by narrowly drawn regulations." 5 Proponents of mandatory class actions cannot argue that limitations on the expressive and associational rights of potential dissenters are necessary to facilitate the expression and petition rights of class members. The Supreme Court has unequivocally stated that "the concept that government may restrict the speech of some elements of our society in order to enhance the relative voice of others is wholly foreign to the First Amendment." 6 Regulations enhancing the voice of group litigants at the expense of individuals who would, but are not allowed to, opt out must therefore survive strict scrutiny analysis, if they are to survive at all.1
B. State Interests: Not Clearly in Genuine Jeopardy
It seems clear that the state has a compelling interest in providing a forum for fair and efficient litigation. However, the state's interest in permitting mandatory class actions in the wide array of circumstances permitted by Rules 23(b)(1) and (b)(2) is not similarly compelling.
The Supreme Court has recognized that class certification does advance the efficiency of litigation and that this "is a principal purpose of the procedure."" 8 Equally important are considerations that parties not be disadvantaged by piecemeal litigation (plaintiffs by limited funds and defendants by inconsistent verdicts) and that litigants with limited resources have access to the courts."' However, "the interest of the judiciary in the proper administration of justice does not authorize any blanket exception to the first amendment." 2° In Turner Broadcasting System, Inc. v FCC, a recent case challenging a federal statute requiring cable operators to carry local broadcast stations, the Supreme Court held that the state bears the burden of proof when its regulations affect First Amendment rights." Writing for a plurality of the Court, Justice Kennedy stated:
When the Government defends a regulation on speech as a means to redress past harms or prevent anticipated harms, it must do more than simply "posit the existence of the disease sought to be cured." It must demonstrate that the recited harms are real, not merely conjectural, and that the regulation will in fact alleviate these harms in a direct and material way.'
The Turner Court first inquired whether the state had adequately shown the economic health of local broadcasting to be in "genuine jeopardy."' Citing the absence of evidence supporting this threat, the Court rejected the state's assertion and remanded the case.' 4 Significantly, the Court held that the state bears the burden of proof when it seeks to regulate behavior protected by the First Amendment.'
Applying this "threshold" test to the right to opt out of class actions, the initial inquiry becomes whether the state has adequately shown that fairness and efficiency of litigation stand in "genuine jeopardy" without the protections provided by mandatory class certification provisions." Moreover, the Court may answer this question independently; the deference given to legislative findings does not foreclose the Supreme Court from making S Ct 1792 S Ct , 1798 S Ct -99 (1993 (stating courts must decide "whether the State's interests in proscribing [speech] are substantial; whether the challenged regulation advances these interests in a direct and material way; and whether the extent of the restriction on protected speech is in reasonable proportion to the interests served"); City of Los Angeles v Preferred Communications, Inc., 476 US 488, 496 (1986) , quoting City of Los Angeles v Taxpayers for Vincent, 466 US 789, 803 n 22 (1984) ("This Court 'may not simply assume that the ordinance will always advance the asserted state interests sufficiently to justify its abridgment of expressive activity.'"). an "independent judgment of the facts bearing on an issue of constitutional law." ' 127 To withstand scrutiny, the Court must conclude that Congress has drawn "reasonable inferences based on substantial evidence." 28 The arguments favoring mandatory class actions are not conclusive on their face and indeed are open to debate.' 29 To begin, the broad discretion vested in courts by Rule 23130 undermines the goal of judicial consistency.' 3 ' For example, courts have wide discretion in the initial certification of class actions. Many class suits can be certified as either mandatory or permissive because most classes meeting the stricter qualification standard for mandatory status also meet the lower standard for permissive status. 32 In practice, this discretion has tended to follow a default rule: courts usually err in the direction of mandatory class certification.
1 3 Indeed, the Manual for Complex Litigation notes that if the conditions of (b)(1) or (b)(2) are met as well as those of (b)(3), the court is not required to give notice or to permit members to opt out." This discretion also permits courts to use varying standards for certification and subcertification."' Uneven standards and an incentive for fo- 
1
See text accompanying notes 24-25, 37. Subcertification occurs when a distinct sub-rum shopping result. 1 3 6 Nor do mandatory class actions necessarily serve judicial efficiency. Parties engage in extensive collateral litigation over whether the class was properly certified, and absent class members frequently appeal final orders and settlements. 137 Class actions also lead to collateral litigation regarding the adequacy of class representation. 1 3 Thus, logic suggests that the very cases in which absent class members are prevented from exercising their opt-out rights are those in which they can be expected to mount a collateral attack against the adequacy of their representation. Since determining whether representation was adequate depends in large part on the strength of the absent class members' claims, the courts that review collateral challenges must review the merits of the absent class members' individual claims. Thus, mandatory class actions may exacerbate the very problem they were designed to avoid.
Settlements also provide a problem for class actions. Rule 23(e) requires that class members receive notice in the event of a settlement proposal, but it does not give objecting members a right to opt out; thus, more collateral litigation may be initiated by absent class members who reject the proposed settlement.' 3 9 The final goal of class actions is to provide small claimants access to the courts, and mandatory class actions do further this goal. However, permissive class actions likewise serve this goal, and have the advantage of doing so without the accompanying potential for conflicts in interests among class members and between lawyers and class members. 4 In short, the First Amendment places on the proponents of mandatory class actions the burden of proving that these suits serve important public interests. The assertion that mandatory class actions serve the values recognized by their proponents remains debatable. Moreover, class actions offer no exception to the rule that efficiency is not a determinative concern in the area of constitutional rights." If the inability of a class member to opt out of a mandatory class action implicates a significant First Amendment right, that right trumps any state interest in judicial efficiency.' C. Individual Interests: Recognizing Two Categories of First Amendment Opt-Out Rights The state's interest in fair and efficient adjudication of litigation does not vary with the issues at bar. If members of the class are more numerous, that interest may be quantitatively greater, but it remains the same in kind. By contrast, a litigant's interests vary with the nature of the suit. Where the goals sought by the litigation are fundamentally "political" or "constitutional," the government may be unable to justify limitations on the expression and association inherent in an individual's decision to opt out. However, where the goals sought by the litigation are "commercial" or "economic," the government can justify those limitations more easily.
The Button Court arguably limited its First Amendment protection of litigation to the expression of political rights." However, the Patterson Court previously had appeared to dismiss settlements are susceptible to abuse.").
141 See INS v Chadha, 462 US 919, 944 (1983) ("[T] he fact that a given law or procedure is efficient, convenient, and useful in facilitating functions of government, standing alone, will not save it if it is contrary to the Constitution. Convenience and efficiency are not the primary objectives.., and our inquiry is sharpened rather than blunted" by the increasing use of an arguably efficient procedure.) ; Keller, 496 US at 16-17, quoting Keller v State Bar, 47 Cal 3d 1152 , 255 Cal Rptr 542, 568 (1989 (Kaufman concurring in part and dissenting in part) (noting that the fact that procedures are likely to "result in some additional administrative burden... [and are] inconvenient ... is hardly sufficient to justify contravention of the constitutional mandate").
112 Riley, 487 US at 795 ("[Tjhe First Amendment does not permit the State to sacrifice speech for efficiency."); Bridges, 314 US at 263, citing Schneider v State, 308 US 147, 161 (1939) (holding that the expression of "legislative preferences or beliefs" cannot transform minor matters of public inconvenience or annoyance into substantive evils of sufficient weight to warrant the curtailment of free expression).
143 Button, 371 US at 443.
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the idea that such protection depends on the nature of the goals sought to be advanced:
Of course, it is immaterial whether the beliefs sought to be advanced by association pertain to political, economic, religious or cultural matters, and state action which may have the effect of curtailing the freedom to associate is subject to the closest scrutiny.'" Justice Harlan's dissent in Button picked up on this discord and implied that if the First Amendment protected litigation as a form of expression, that protection extended to all sorts of litigation, regardless of its goals." More recently, the Court found implicit in the right to engage in activities protected by the First Amendment a corresponding right to associate with others in pursuit of a wide variety of political, social, economic, educational, religious, and cultural ends.' However, a freedom to associate (with a corresponding right not to associate), unlimited by the ends sought, would imply a virtually absolute right to opt out. First Amendment jurisprudence suggests a more modest solution.
As the First Amendment applies to mandatory class actions, one can perceive a qualitative distinction between the expression and association implicated in different types of litigation. The Abood-Keller analysis is helpful here. Abood and Keller struck a balance between the individual's First Amendment interests and the collective interests served by mandatory membership in, and contribution to, an organization.' 7 These Courts recognized that the individual's right to be free from coerced expression and association is greatest when in pursuit of those ideas essential to First Amendment rights, those implicating "individual freedom of mind."' For this reason, both cases recognized an absolute right to be free from coerced expression or coerced association regarding political ends."' The individual's right became more 144 Patterson, 357 US at 460-61. See also Thomas v Collins, 323 US 516, 531 (1945) ("[Tihe rights of free speech and a free press are not confined to any field of human interest."). Compare Button, 371 US at 441-43 (noting that NAACP pursues litigation out of political motives and not for personal gain).
"' Button, 371 US at 452-55 (Harlan dissenting) ("We have passed the point where litigation is regarded as an evil that must be avoided ....
Litigation is often the desirable and orderly way of resolving disputes of broad public significance, and of obtaining vindication of fundamental rights."). The right of association may be best understood as being bifurcated two separate times. As noted, Patterson divided the associative right into individual and collective components. 15 Button then divided the collective component into two separate rights of collective association. The first right was that of "political association" in pursuit of activities independently protected by the First Amendment. 5 ' The second right was that of "commercial association," in pursuit of goals unrelated to other fundamental constitutional rights.' 52 This separation of the right of collective association for litigation into "political" and "economic" categories is consistent with existing free speech jurisprudence. For example, the Court has held that commercial speech will receive less constitutional protection than noncommercial, or political, speech. In Metromedia, Inc. v City of San Diego, the Court held that a city "does not have the same range of choice in the area of non-commercial speech to evaluate the strength of, or distinguish between, various communicative interests" as it does with commercial speech. 53 If there exist two types of rights of collective association based on the goals pursued by a group, it is clear that some types of association deserve greater protection than others. In her concurrence in Roberts, Justice O'Connor stated:
[A]n association engaged exclusively in protected expression enjoys First Amendment protection of both the content of its message and the choice of its members .... [But] only minimal constitutional protection of the freedom of commercial association." M Thus, a First Amendment-based right to opt out of mandatory class actions would seem particularly strong when the class action seeks to enforce noncommercial or political rights. ' The First Amendment approach to mandatory class actions adopts reasoning parallel to that of Button and the Abood-Keller cases. Specifically, it distinguishes between litigation in pursuit of political ends and litigation in pursuit of commercial ends. As noted, this could prove a difficult line to draw. 5 ' Unlike Abood and Keller, litigation has no preestablished baseline by which to judge whether an activity is permissible or impermissible. It is relatively easy to determine when a union is acting outside the bounds of collective bargaining or when a bar association is pursuing goals that do not further regulation of the legal profession. " ' 57 By contrast, it may be more difficult to decide if a Title VII suit asserts civil rights of equal protection or seeks primarily financial gain. Nonetheless, courts must draw this line if they are to protect the First Amendment rights implicated by mandatory class actions.
IV. RECONCILING THE CONSTITUTIONAL DILEMMA: MORE NARROWLY DRAWN ALTERNATiVES
For class actions seeking political goals, limitations on the right to opt out must pass strict scrutiny, that is, they must be narrowly drawn restrictions serving compelling state inter-ests. 56 This is a demanding standard; the Court has invalidated almost every content-based restriction it has considered under strict scrutiny in the last thirty-five years. For class actions seeking commercial goals, however, limitations on the right to opt out need only satisfy intermediate scrutiny, that is, they must be justified by a showing that the use of a less restrictive alternative would seriously undermine substantial governmental interests." 9 Like strict scrutiny, intermediate scrutiny also often results in invalidation of the challenged restriction.
This Section analyzes the First Amendment interests under the two categories of the opt-out right outlined in Section III, and determines that the state can achieve its asserted interests in the class action context through regulations more narrow than a prohibition on opting out.
A. The Right to Opt Out of Political Class Actions
The state interests outlined in Section III.B are not compelling, and therefore they are insufficient to justify the compelled expression and association inherent in mandatory class actions. Even assuming, arguendo, that mandatory class actions do serve compelling state interests, those interests still "cannot be pursued by means that broadly stifle fundamental personal liberties when the end can be more narrowly achieved." 6 ' The discussion below uses a concrete example to demonstrate the First Amendment interests at stake in a mandatory class action and shows how the state can regulate more narrowly than the existing prophylactic rule, which denies the right to opt out without exception.
The Court has held that, litigation asserting civil liberties constitutes the type of political expression that Button found to be protected by the First Amendment.' 6 ' In Plummer v Chemi-
"
See Burson v Freeman, 504 US 191, 199 (1992) 160 Shelton v Tucker, 364 US 479, 488 (1960) . See also Citizens for a Better Environment, 444 US at 636 (holding restriction invalid if purpose "could be sufficiently served by measures less destructive of First Amendment interests").
.. 1 Primus, 436 US 412, 427-28 (1978) (holding that ACLU litigation in support of civil liberties is analogous to NAACP activities in Button and constitutes a form of political cal Bank, the named plaintiffs brought a Rule 23(b)(2) action against a bank alleging discriminatory employment practices.' 62 Before the class was certified, the plaintiffs moved for approval of a settlement agreement.' 63 The court ordered notice of the proposed settlement for each purported class member, advising each of his or her rights, as required by Rule 23(e). The court also permitted class members to opt out of the settlement agreement," which Rule 23(e) does not require.
Of the approximately five hundred class members in Plummer, twenty-five opted out.' 65 Among those who opted out, eight asserted that they had not been discriminated against by the bank. 6 s For these eight, then, participation in the class action would have violated their right of political expression and association because their cause of action-a property right-would have been used to assert claims of discrimination. The First Amendment opt-out right is particularly important in such a suit. Although the parties are pursuing constitutionally protected civil liberties, reasonable people can disagree whether these liberties were infringed. Note that, had the case gone to trial, class members who did not believe they were discriminated against would have been unable to opt out.' 6 7 We can also envision a hypothetical case in which the numbers differ from those in Plummer. For example, imagine that the number of class members who chose to opt out because they believed they were not discriminated against was much higher, say four hundred out of five hundred class members. In such a case, the significance of mandatory participation, and the inherent compelled contribution, becomes even more clear. If the class attorneys required a minimum of two hundred individual claims to make litigation of the case financially viable, and if parties were free to opt out, the case would collapse. Here, mandatory class membership would force people to "contribute" to the suit against their will, facilitating political expression with which they disagree. 6 ' This Comment does not belittle the interests favoring mandatory class certification in a case such as Plummer. But, where litigation pursues civil liberties or political ends, the First Amendment right of a dissenter to be free from compelled expression and association (through a compelled contribution to the suit) outweighs those interests. In such a case, the right to opt out must be unfettered.
B. A Limited Right to Opt Out of Commercial Class Actions
For regulations of commercial expression to withstand intermediate scrutiny, they must satisfy a four-part test.' 6 9 First, the activity must invoke constitutional protection. 7° Section II demonstrated that compelled participation in a class action is protected by the First Amendment. Second, the state interests must be substantial. 7 ' Although the analysis in Section III.B questions whether the state's interests in the class action context are compelling, they could fairly be considered substantial. Next, a court must determine whether the "regulation directly advances the governmental interest asserted, and whether it is not more extensive than is necessary to serve that interest." 1 2 Another example helps to demonstrate the First Amendment interests at stake in a class action and shows that the state can indeed regulate such activity more narrowly than it currently does.
In Brown v Ticor Title Insurance Co., class plaintiffs alleged that Ticor and others had conspired to fix prices for title search and examination services through state-licensed rate-making "6 Note that the Supreme Court recently decided, unanimously, in favor of a petitioner making the mirror image of this Comment's argument. See Hurley v Irish-American Gay, Lesbian and Bisexual Group of Boston, 115 S Ct 2338 , 2348 (1995 (holding that because the First Amendment protects the "autonomy to control one's own speech," it thus permits a parade organizer to deny a gay group participation because "it boils down to the choice of a speaker not to propound a particular point of view, and that choice is presumed to lie beyond the government's power to control" " Central Hudson Gas & Elec. Corp v Public Serv. Comm'n, 447 US 557, 566 (1980) .
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[63:239 bureaus. 173 While the case was pending, the Supreme Court decided a related case" 7 that weakened the class plaintiffs' claims. As a result, the plaintiffs negotiated a settlement with Ticor that disposed of their damages claims. 7 ' Several class members filed motions opposing the settlement; the district judge rejected these opt-out claims. 76 The class members appealed the decision, and the Court of Appeals affirmed without opinion. 77 Two class members then filed suit against Ticor in two different state courts, asserting the same claims originally in dispute.' 78 The state courts dismissed both suits without considering the substantive issue. 79 Class members then filed suit in federal court in another state; that suit was dismissed as res judicata.' The Ninth Circuit reversed the dismissal, holding that the class members had a due process right to opt out of the original settlement agreement. ' A First Amendment analysis of this case would recognize that the plaintiffs were suing to enforce commercial rights, or pursuing commercial goals; they were seeking damages for price fixing. Because the action was pursuing nonpolitical goals, the individual's constitutional interest in freedom from coerced expression or support of the litigation was less weighty.' 82 An absent class member should receive the right to opt out of such a case only when the goals for which the class was initially certified no longer comport with the intended actions of the class representatives:
The furtherance of the common cause leaves some leeway for the leadership of the group. As long as they act to promote the cause which justified bringing the group together, the individual cannot withdraw his financial support merely because he disagrees with the group's strategy."
The Third Circuit, in affirming the first district court's rejection of the original opt-out claims, made essentially the same determination when it held that the settlement agreement "involved the foreclosure of substantial damage claims. " " Based on this reasoning, the Ninth Circuit held that there was a right to opt out. " ' 85 While the Ninth Circuit made its decision on due process grounds, a First Amendment analysis would have reached the same result and provided a complementary, yet more solid, foundation for the decision.
Thus, recognizing a First Amendment-based right to opt out of mandatory class actions seeking "commercial" ends would permit dissenters to opt out when the suit no longer serves the purposes, goals, or legal remedies of the suit, as understood when the class originally received certification. This approach would require an assessment by the court of whether members' opt-out rights should vest whenever the class representatives choose a course of action seemingly inconsistent with the suit's original goals.
CONCLUSION
It is likely that the Supreme Court will address the constitutional basis of class actions and the breadth of the right to opt out in the near future; doing so could eliminate confusion in existing jurisprudence. Nonetheless, a constitutional right to opt out founded on the First Amendment is potentially broader, and certainly sounder, than one based on due process. The basis for such a right exists in current jurisprudence and the state's interests are insufficiently compelling on their face to preclude review toward this end.
Even if the current regime of mandatory class certification contributes to efficient and fair litigation, those benefits do not offset the risk that mandatory class actions will coerce individuals into supporting political goals inconsistent with their beliefs.
18 Abood, 431 US at 222-23, quoting International Association of Machinists v Street, 367 US 740, 778 (1961 
